INDEX 


ABSOLUTE IMMUNITY OF FEDERAL OFFICIALS FROM SUIT. 
See Jurisdiction, 3; President and Presidential Aides. 


ABSTENTION. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


ACCESS OF PRESS AND PUBLIC TO CRIMINAL TRIALS. See 
Constitutional Law, VII; Mootness, 1. 


ACCRETION. See Riparian Rights. 
ADMIRALTY. 

Jurisdiction of federal courts—Collision between pleasure boats.—A 
complaint alleging a collision between two pleasure boats on navigable 
waters states a claim within admiralty jurisdiction of federal courts, there 
being no requirement that maritime activity, necessary for such jurisdic- 
tion, be an exclusively commercial one. Foremost Ins. Co. v. Richardson, 
p. 668. 


AFFIRMATIVE-ACTION PLANS. See Procedure, 1. 


AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN. See Constitu- 
tional Law, X. 


ALASKA. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 
ALIENS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2. 
ANTIPSYCHOTIC DRUGS. See Procedure, 2. 


ANTITRUST ACTS. 


1. Clayton Act—Group Health Plan—Discrimination against psycholo- 
gists—Standing to swe.—Where petitioner group health plan, pursuant to 
its practice of reimbursing subscribers for psychiatrists’ services but not 
for psychologists’ services unless supervised by and billed through a physi- 
cian, denied respondent reimbursement for treatment by a clinical psy- 
chologist, respondent had standing to maintain action under § 4 of Clayton 
Act for alleged unlawful conspiracy to exclude psychologists from receiv- 
ing compensation under group health plans. Blue Shield of Virginia v. 
McCready, p. 465. 


2. Sherman Act—Agreements between medical care foundations and 
doctors—Price fixing.—Where respondent medical care foundations— 
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ANTITRUST ACTS—Continued. 

organized by respondent medical society and another medical society to 
promote fee-for-service medicine and to provide competitive alternative to 
existing health insurance plans—entered into agreements with member 
doctors establishing maximum fees doctors could claim in full payment for 
health services provided to policyholders of specified insurance plans, such 
maximum-fee agreements, as price-fixing agreements, were per se unlaw- 
ful under Sherman Act. Arizona v. Maricopa County Medical Society, 
p. 332. 

APPOINTMENTS TO FILL VACANCIES IN LEGISLATURES. See 

Constitutional Law, V. 


ARBITRATION. See Norris-La Guardia Act. 
ARRESTS. See Confessions; Constitutional Law, VIII. 
ATTACHMENT. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1. 
ATTORNEYS. See Jurisdiction, 1. 

BOAT COLLISIONS. See Admiralty. 


BODILY RESTRAINT OF MENTAL PATIENTS. See Constitutional 
Law, III, 1. 


BOOK CENSORSHIP IN SCHOOL LIBRARIES. See Constitutional 
Law, VI. 


CALIFORNIA. See Constitutional Law, IX; Jurisdiction, 2, 4; Proce- 
dure, 1, 4; Riparian Rights. 

CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS FOR UNION-OFFICE ELECTIONS. 
See Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959. 


CANDIDATES FOR PUBLIC OFFICE. See Constitutional Law, IV, 
3. 


CANDIDATES FOR UNION OFFICE. See Labor-Management Re- 
porting and Disclosure Act of 1959. 


“CATEGORICALLY NEEDY.” See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 


CENSORSHIP OF SCHOOL LIBRARY BOOKS. See Constitutional 
Law, VI. 


CHURCHES. See Jurisdiction, 2, 4. 
CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1871. 

1. Attachment—Creditors’ conduct—Color of state law.—In petitioner 
debtor’s federal-court action under 42 U.S. C. § 1983 alleging that re- 
spondent creditors had acted jointly with State to deprive petitioner of his 
property without due process when respondents had obtained a writ of at- 
tachment of petitioner’s property in their state-court action on debt, which 
attachment was later dismissed for respondents’ failure to comply with 
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CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1871—Continued. 


state statute, petitioner presented a valid claim under § 1983 arising from 
respondent’s actions under color of state law insofar as he challenged state 
statute as being procedurally unconstitutional but not insofar as he alleged 
only abuse by respondents of state law. Lugar v. Edmondson Oil Co., 
p. 922. 


2. Employment discrimination—Federal-court action—Exhaustion of 
state administrative remedies.—Exhaustion of state administrative reme- 
dies is not a prerequisite to an action under 42 U. S. C. § 1983, such as peti- 
tioner’s Federal District Court action wherein she alleged that respondent 
employer had denied her employment opportunities solely on basis of her 
race and sex. Patsy v. Board of Regents of Florida, p. 496. 


3. Private school—Discharge of employees—Color of state law.—A pri- 
vate school for maladjusted high school students who were mostly referred 
to school by city or state authorities, which school received public funds for 
at least 90% of its operating budget and was subject to state regulations 
and public contracts covering various matters but imposing few specific 
personnel requirements, did not act under color of state law in discharging 
petitioner teachers and a vocational counselor, who thus could not maintain 
action against school under 42 U. S. C. § 1983 for alleged violation of their 
constitutional rights. Rendell-Baker v. Kohn, p. 830. 


CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964. 


1. Employment discrimination—Class action—Proper class representa- 
tive.—In an action under Title VII of Act brought by respondent Mexican- 
American who was denied a promotion by petitioner employer allegedly 
because of promotion policy operating against Mexican-Americans as a 
class, District Court erred in permitting respondent to maintain a class ac- 
tion on behalf of both Mexican-American employees who were denied pro- 
motion and Mexican-American applicants who were denied employment, 
respondent’s complaint not showing that he was a proper class represent- 
ative under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(a). General Telephone Co. 
of Southwest v. Falcon, p. 147. 


2. Employment discrimination—Promotions—Written tests.—In an 
action under Title VII of Act by respondent black employees of a state 
agency—wherein it was alleged that petitioner State and state agencies 
and officials, had violated Act by requiring, as a condition for consideration 
for promotion, that applicants pass a written test that disproportionately 
excluded blacks and was not job related, and wherein petitioners asserted 
as a defense “bottom-line” result that 22.9% of eligible black candidates but 
only 13.5% of eligible white candidates were promoted—petitioners’ non- 
discriminatory “bottom line” did not preclude respondents from establish- 
ing a prima facie case or provide petitioners with a defense. Connecticut 
v. Teal, p. 440. 
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CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964—Continued. 

3. Hiring practices—Sex discrimination—Subsidiary of Japanese com- 
pany.—Petitioner, a New York corporation that is a wholly owned subsid- 
iary of a Japanese general trading company, is not a company of Japan 
within meaning of provisions of Friendship, Commerce and Navigation 
Treaty between United States and Japan permitting companies of either 
country to employ, within territory of other country, technical experts, ex- 
ecutives, agents, and other specialists of their choice, and thus petitioner 
was not exempted from provisions of Title VII of Act in action by past and 
present female secretarial employees claiming that Act was violated by 
petitioner’s alleged practice of hiring only male Japanese citizens to fill ex- 
ecutive, managerial, and sales positions. Sumitomo Shoji America, Inc. v. 
Avagliano, p. 176. 


CLASS ACTIONS. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1. 
CLAYTON ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


CLOSING TRIAL TO PRESS AND PUBLIC DURING MINOR SEX- 
OFFENSE VICTIM’S TESTIMONY. See Constitutional Law, 
VII; Mootness, 1. 


COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Norris-La Guar- 
dia Act; Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964. 

COLLISIONS BETWEEN PLEASURE BOATS. See Admiralty. 

COLOR OF STATE LAW. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1, 3. 

COMMERCE CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, I. 

CONFESSIONS. 

Illegal arrest—Causal connection with confession.—Where petitioner 
was arrested on a grocery-store robbery charge without a warrant or prob- 
able cause, was given Miranda warnings, fingerprinted, questioned, and 
placed in a lineup, and signed a confession after being told that his finger- 
prints matched those on grocery items handled by a participant in robbery 
and after a short visit with his girlfriend, confession should have been sup- 
pressed from evidence at state-court trial as fruit of an illegal arrest, there 
being no meaningful intervening event to break causal connection between 
illegal arrest and confession. Taylor v. Alabama, p. 687. 


CONNECTICUT. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 2. 
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1, 3; Con- 
fessions; Jurisdiction, 1, 2, 4; Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959; Mootness, 1; President and Presidential 
Aides; Standing to Sue; Procedure, 1-3. 
I. Commerce Clause. 
Tender offers—Validity of Illinois statute.—Illinois statute imposing 
requirements on tender offerors seeking to acquire stock of “target com- 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 


pany”—defined as a corporation of which Illinois shareholders owned 10% 
of class of securities subject to takeover offer or for which other specified 
conditions were met—is unconstitutional under Commerce Clause as im- 
posing burdens on interstate commerce that are excessive in light of local 
interests statute purported to further. Edgar v. MITE Corp., p. 624. 


II. Double Jeopardy. 


Weight of evidence—Retrial.—Where state appellate court’s reversal of 
a conviction at a jury trial was based on weight rather than sufficiency of 
evidence, a retrial is not barred by double jeopardy principles under Fifth 
and Fourteenth Amendments. Tibbs v. Florida, p. 31. 


III. Due Process. 


1. Involuntarily committed mental patient—Protection of rights.— 
Mentally retarded person, involuntarily committed to a Pennsylvania state 
institution, has constitutionally protected liberty interests under Due Proc- 
ess Clause to reasonably safe conditions of confinement, freedom from un- 
reasonable bodily restraints, and such minimally adequate training as rea- 
sonably may be required by such interests; whether patient’s rights were 
violated by institution officials must be determined by balancing patient’s 
interests against relevant state interests, and proper standard for deter- 
mining whether patient’s rights were adequately protected is whether pro- 
fessional judgment in fact was exercised. Youngberg v. Romeo, p. 307. 

2. Medicaid benefits—Transfer of nursing-home patients.—In an action 
by nursing-home Medicaid patients who alleged that their due process 
rights were violated when nursing home decided to transfer them to a 
lower level of care in another facility, resulting in administrative hearings 
and lucal and state officials’ decisions to discontinue Medicaid benefits un- 
less respondents accepted transfer, respondents failed to establish “state 
action” in nursing-home decisions to discharge or transfer Medicaid pa- 
tients to lower levels of care and thus failed to prove any violation of rights 
secured by Fourteenth Amendment. Blum v. Yaretsky, p. 991. 

3. Presumption of prosecutorial vindictiveness—Indictment for felony 
pending trial on misdemeanor charges.—A presumption of prosecutorial 
vindictiveness, so as to establish a due process violation, is not warranted 
where—after respondent decided not to plead guilty to federal misde- 
meanor charges and requested a jury trial—prosecutor, while misde- 
meanor charges were still pending, obtained an indictment for, and re- 
spondent was thereafter convicted of, a felony charge arising from same 
incident as misdemeanor charges. United States v. Goodwin, p. 368. 


IV. Equal Protection of the Laws. 


1. Distribution of State’s mineral income.—Alaska’s statutory plan for 
distributing annually a portion of earnings of its mineral income fund to its 
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adult residents based on years of residency after Alaska became a State in 
1959, violates Equal Protection Clause. Zobel v. Williams, p. 55. 


2. Illegal alien children—Denial of public education.—A Texas statute 
withholding from local school districts any state funds for education of chil- 
dren who were not “legally admitted” into United States, and authorizing 
local school districts to deny enrollment to such children, violates Equal 
Protection Clause. Plyler v. Doe, p. 202. 

3. Restrictions on candidacy for public offices—Validity of Texas 
law.—Provisions of Texas Constitution requiring any state or federal of- 
ficeholder to complete his current term of office if it overlaps Texas Legis- 
lature’s term before he may be eligible to serve in state legislature and pro- 
viding that, if holders of certain state and county offices whose unexpired 
term exceeds one year become candidates for any other state or federal of- 
fice, it shall constitute an automatic resignation from his current position, 
do not violate Equal Protection Clause of Fourteenth Amendment or First 
Amendment. Clements v. Fashing, p. 957. 


4. Social Security Act—State distribution of Medicaid benefits.—Sec- 
tion 1903(f) of Social Security Act—which governs federal reimbursement 
to States electing to provide Medicaid benefits to “medically needy”—as 
applied in Massachusetts so as to result in a distribution of Medicaid bene- 
fits to “categorically needy” that is more generous than distribution of such 
benefits to some “medically needy”—does not violate constitutional princi- 
ples of equal treatment, such discrimination being required by Social Secu- 
rity Act. Schweiker v. Hogan, p. 569. 


V. Freedom of Association. 


Vacancy in Puerto Rico Legislature—Interim replacement—Selection 
by political party.—A Puerto Rico statute vesting in a political party initial 
authority to appoint an interim replacement for one of its members who 
vacates a position as a member of the Puerto Rico Legislature does not vio- 
late Federal Constitution, and there was no violation of rights of associa- 
tion and equal protection of nonmembers of political party that, after death 
of member who was a representative in legislature, selected interim repre- 
sentative by a primary election restricted to party members. Rodriguez 
v. Popular Democratic Party, p. 1. 


VI. Freedom of Speech. 


School libraries—Censorship.—In respondent students’ action for de- 
claratory and injunctive relief against petitioner Board of Education’s re- 
moval from high school and junior high school libraries of certain books that 
Board characterized as anti-American, anti-Christian, anti-Semitic, and 
‘Just plain filthy”—respondents alleging that Board’s action violated their 
First Amendment rights—Court of Appeals’ judgment reversing District 
Court’s grant of summary judgment for petitioners, and remanding for a 
trial on merits, is affirmed. Board of Education v. Pico, p. 853. 








INDEX 1149 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW—Continued. 
VII. Right of Access to Criminal Trials. 

Closing trial during minor sex-offense victim’s testimony—Validity 
of state statute—A Massachusetts statute requiring, under all circum- 
stances, exclusion of press and public during testimony of minor victim at 
sex-offense trial violates right of access to criminal trials under First 
Amendment; statute cannot be justified on basis of State’s interests in pro- 
tecting minor victims of sex crimes from further trauma and embarrass- 
ment or in encouraging such victims to come forward and testify in a truth- 
ful and credible manner. Globe Newspaper Co. v. Superior Court, p. 596. 


VIII. Searches and Seizures. 


Warrantless arrest of felony suspect—Retroactivity of decision.—A Su- 
preme Court decision construing Fourth Amendment is to be applied retro- 
actively to all convictions that were not yet final at time decision was ren- 
dered, except where a case would be clearly controlled by existing 
retroactivity precedents; under this rule, decision in Payton v. New York, 
445 U. S. 573, holding that Fourth Amendment prohibits police from mak- 
ing a warrantless and nonconsensual entry into a suspect’s home to make a 
routine felony arrest, was applicable to respondent’s case. United States 
v. Johnson, p. 537. 


IX. States’ Immunity from Suit. 

Conflicting claims of right to tax estate—F ederal interpleader action.— 
Eleventh Amendment bars action under Federal Interpleader Act by ad- 
ministrator of estate against officials of Texas and California who asserted 
right to levy state death taxes on ground that decedent was domiciled in 
State at time of his death. Cory v. White, p. 85. 


X. Supremacy Clause. 

State emergency assistance program—Conflict with federal regula- 
tion.—Supremacy Clause is violated by New York’s federally funded 
Emergency Assistance program, which—contrary to Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare’s regulation proscribing inequitable treatment 
under an EA program—precludes furnishing of EA cash to persons receiv- 
ing or eligible for Aid to Families with Dependent Children or of EA in any 
form to replace a lost or stolen AFDC grant. Blum v. Bacon, p. 132. 


CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNION-OFFICE CANDIDATE. See Labor- 
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959. 


CONTROVERSY BETWEEN STATES. See Procedure, 4. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See Confessions; Constitutional Law, II; III, 3; 
VII; VIII; Mootness, 1. 


CUSTODIAL POLICE INTERROGATION. See Confessions. 
DEATH TAXES. See Constitutional Law, IX; Procedure, 4. 
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DECLARATORY JUDGMENTS. See Jurisdiction, 2. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE. See 
Constitutional Law, X. 


DESEGREGATION OF SCHOOLS. See Procedure, 3. 


DISCHARGE OF PRIVATE SCHOOL TEACHERS. See Civil Rights 
Act of 1871, 3. 


DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS AGAINST ATTORNEYS. See Ju- 
risdiction, 1. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST ILLEGAL ALIEN CHILDREN IN 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PSYCHOLOGISTS BY HEALTH 
CARE PLANS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST WOMEN. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 
2; Civil Rights Act of 1964, 3. 


DISCRIMINATION AS TO MEDICAID BENEFITS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, IV, 4. 


DISCRIMINATION BASED ON LENGTH OF RESIDENCY IN 
STATE. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


DISCRIMINATION BASED ON NATIONAL ORIGIN. See Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, 1, 3. 


DISCRIMINATION BASED ON RACE. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 
2; Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1, 2; Procedure, 1, 3. 


DISCRIMINATION FAVORING MINORITY-OWNED BUSINESSES. 
See Procedure, 1. 


DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 
2; Civil Rights Act of 1964. 


DISTRICT COURTS. See Jurisdiction, 2. 
DOCTORS’ PRICE-FIXING AGREEMENTS. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


DOMICILE FOR PURPOSES OF STATE ESTATE TAXES. See Con- 
stitutional Law, IX; Procedure, 4. 


DONEE’S PAYMENT OF GIFT TAX AS TAXABLE INCOME TO 
DONOR. See Internal Revenue Code. 


DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, II. 
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DRUG THERAPY. See Procedure, 2. 


DUE PROCESS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1; Constitutional Law, 
III; IV, 2; Standing to Sue. 


EDUCATION OF ILLEGAL ALIEN CHILDREN. See Constitutional 
Law, IV, 2. 


ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3; V; Voting Rights Act of 
1965. 


ELECTIONS OF UNION OFFICERS. See Labor-Management Re- 
porting and Disclosure Act of 1959. 


ELEVENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IX. 


EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. See Constitutional Law, 
X. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2, 3; 
Civil Rights Act of 1964; Norris-La Guardia Act. 


EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2; 
Civil Rights Act of 1964. 


EQUAL-FOOTING DOCTRINE. See Riparian Rights. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional Law, 
IV; V. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION. See Jurisdiction, 2, 4. 
ESTATE TAXES. See Constitutional Law, IX; Procedure, 4. 
EVIDENCE. See Confessions; Constitutional Law, II. 


EXHAUSTION OF STATE ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES. See 
Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2. 


FEDERAL GIFT TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code. 
FEDERAL INCOME TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code. 


FEDERAL INTERPLEADER ACT. See Constitutional Law, IX; 
Procedure, 4. 


FEDERAL OFFICIALS’ IMMUNITY FROM SUIT. See Jurisdic- 
tion, 3; President and Presidential Aides. 


FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE. See Civil Rights Act of 
1964, 1. 
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FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2; Con- 
stitutional Law, X; Jurisdiction, 1, 2; Procedure, 1, 2; Riparian 
Rights; Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964; Voting Rights Act 
of 1965. 


FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX ACT. See Jurisdiction, 2, 4. 
FELONY ARRESTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Confessions; Constitutional Law, II; IV, 
2, 4. 


FINGERPRINTS. See Confessions. 


FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3; V—VII; Juris- 
diction, 2, 4; Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 
1959; Mootness, 1. 


FORCIBLE ADMINISTRATION OF ANTIPSYCHOTIC DRUGS TO 
MENTAL PATIENTS. See Procedure, 2. 


FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1, 3; 
Constitutional Law, II; III, 1, 2; IV, 1-3; V; VII; Mootness, 1; 
Standing to Sue. 


FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


FREEDOM OF ASSEMBLY. See Labor-Management Reporting and 
Disclosure Act of 1959. 


FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION. See Constitutional Law, V. 
FREEDOM OF RELIGION. See Jurisdiction, 2, 4. 


FREEDOM OF SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, VI; Labor- 
Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959. 


FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE AND NAVIGATION TREATY BE- 
TWEEN UNITED STATES AND JAPAN. See Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, 3. 


GENDER-BASED DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 
2; Civil Rights Act of 1964, 3. 


GIFT TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code. 
GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS. See Procedure, 1. 


GOVERNMENT OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, 2; Constitutional Law, IV, 3; Jurisdiction, 3; President 
and Presidential Aides. 
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GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS’ IMMUNITY FROM SUIT. See Juris- 
diction, 3; President and Presidential Aides. 


HEALTH CARE PLANS’ DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PSYCHOL- 
OGISTS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 


HEALTH CARE PRICE-FIXING AGREEMENTS. ‘See Antitrust 
Acts, 2. 


HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE DEPARTMENT. See Con- 
stitutional Law, X. 


HIGH SCHOOL LIBRARY CENSORSHIP. See Constitutional Law, 
VI. 


HIGH SCHOOL RACIAL QUOTAS. See Procedure, 3. 
HIRING PRACTICES. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1, 3. 
HOME ARRESTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 
HOSPITALS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1; Procedure, 2. 


ILLEGAL ALIEN CHILDREN’S RIGHT TO EDUCATION. See Con- 
stitutional Law, IV, 2. 


ILLINOIS. See Constitutional Law, I; Mootness, 2. 


IMMUNITY OF FEDERAL OFFICIALS FROM SUIT. See Jurisdic- 
tion, 3; President and Presidential Aides. 


IMPLIED PRIVATE CAUSES OF ACTION. See Urban Mass Trans- 
portation Act of 1964. 


INCOME TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code. 


INDICTMENT FOR FELONY PENDING TRIAL ON MISDE- 
MEANOR CHARGES. See Constitutional Law, III, 3. 


INDIGENTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; IV, 4; X; Standing to 
Sue. 


INJUNCTIONS. See Jurisdiction, 2; Norris-La Guardia Act. 
INTEGRATION OF SCHOOLS. See Procedure, 3. 


INTERIM APPOINTMENTS TO FILL VACANCIES IN LEGISLA- 
TURES. See Constitutional Law, V. 


INTERNAL REVENUE CODE. 


Income tax—Payment of gift tax by donee—Taxable income to donor.— 
A donor who makes a gift of property on condition that donee pay resulting 
gift taxes realizes taxable income to extent that gift taxes paid by donee 
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INTERNAL REVENUE CODE—Continued. 
exceed donor’s adjusted basis in property. Diedrich v. Commissioner, 
p. 191. 


INTERPLEADER ACTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IX; Proce- 
dure, 4. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Constitutional Law, I. 


INVOLUNTARY DRUG TREATMENT OF MENTAL PATIENTS. 
See Procedure, 2. 


JAPAN. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 3. 


JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL LIBRARY CENSORSHIP. See Constitu- 
tional Law, VI. 


JURISDICTION. See also Admiralty; Procedure, 4; Voting Rights Act 
of 1965, 1. 

1. Federal courts—Interference with state attorney-disciplinary pro- 
ceedings—Abstention.—Federal courts should abstain from interfering 
with ongoing attorney-disciplinary proceedings within jurisdiction of New 
Jersey Supreme Court, since such proceedings, commencing with filing of a 
complaint with a local District Ethics Committee, are considered by State 
Supreme Court as “judicial” in nature and afford an adequate opportunity 
for attorney to raise claims under Federal Constitution. Middlesex 
County Ethics Committee v. Garden State Bar Assn., p. 423. 

2. Federal District Court—Validity of California unemployment com- 
pensation tax—Injunctive and declaratory relief.—Tax Injunction Act de- 
prived Federal District Court of jurisdiction to issue declaratory as well as 
injunctive relief in an action by churches and religious schools to enjoin 
California from collecting tax information and its unemployment compensa- 
tion tax with regard to plaintiffs’ employees, and to enjoin Secretary of 
Labor from conditioning his approval, pursuant to Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act, of California unemployment insurance program on its coverage 
of plaintiffs’ employees, since under California refund procedures tax- 
payers could challenge in state court validity of unemployment tax under 
Establishment Clause of First Amendment. California v. Grace Brethren 
Church, p. 393. 

3. Supreme Court—President’s immunity from damages liability— 
Mootness.—Where petitioner former President took collateral appeal to 
Court of Appeals from District Court’s decision that he was not entitled to 
absolute immunity from damages liability in respondent’s action for alleged 
wrongful discharge from Government employment, Supreme Court had ju- 
risdiction to determine immunity question after Court of Appeals improp- 
erly dismissed appeal for lack of jurisdiction, and controversy was not 
mooted by parties’ agreement to liquidate damages entered into after filing 
of petition for certiorari and respondent’s opposition thereto. Nixon v. 
Fitzgerald, p. 731. 
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4. Supreme Court—Validity of California unemployment compensation 
tax—Appeal from District Court judgment.—In an action by churches and 
religious schools to enjoin California from collecting tax information and its 
unemployment compensation tax with regard to plaintiffs’ employees, and 
to enjoin Secretary of Labor from conditioning his approval, pursuant to 
Federal Unemployment Tax Act, of California unemployment insurance 
program on its coverage of plaintiffs’ employees, wherein effect of Federal 
District Court’s various opinions and orders was to make United States or 
its officers bound by a holding of unconstitutionality as to California’s un- 
employment taxes as applied to employees of religious schools unaffiliated 
with churches, Supreme Court had jurisdiction to hear appeals under 28 
U. S. C. § 1252, even though District Court did not expressly hold perti- 
nent provision of Federal Unemployment Tax Act unconstitutional. Cali- 
fornia v. Grace Brethren Church, p. 393. 


LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE ACT 
OF 1959. 


Union-office elections—Campaign contributions—Validity of union 
rule.—A union’s rule prohibiting candidates for union office from accepting 
campaign contributions from nonmembers and creating an enforcement 
committee whose decisions are final does not violate “freedom of speech 
and assembly” provisions of § 101(a)(2) of Act, but instead is sheltered by 
§101(a)(2)’s proviso authorizing “reasonable” union rules regarding its 
members’ responsibilities; nor does union’s rule violate § 101(a)(4) of Act, 
which prohibits union from limiting its members’ right to institute judicial 
or administrative actions, union’s rule not being applicable to use of “out- 
sider” funds to finance litigation. Steelworkers v. Sadlowski, p. 102. 


LABOR UNIONS. See Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 
Act of 1959; Norris-La Guardia Act; Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964. 


LIBRARY CENSORSHIP. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


LONGSHOREMEN UNIONS’ REFUSAL TO HANDLE SOVIET 
UNION CARGO. See Norris-La Guardia Act. 


LOUISVILLE, MISS. See Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
MARITIME COLLISIONS. See Admiralty. 


MASSACHUSETTS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3; Constitutional 
Law, IV, 4; VII; Mootness, 1; Procedure, 2. 


MEDICAID. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; IV, 4; Standing to Sue. 


MEDICAL CARE PRICE-FIXING AGREEMENTS. See Antitrust 
Acts, 2. 
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“MEDICALLY NEEDY.” See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 

MENTAL PATIENTS. See Constitutional Law, III, 1; Procedure, 2. 
MINERAL INCOME OF STATE. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 
MINORITY-OWNED BUSINESSES. See Procedure, 1. 
MISSISSIPPI. See Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

MOOTNESS. See also Jurisdiction, 3; Procedure, 3. 

1. Order closing trial during minor sex-offense victim’s testimony— 
Completion of trial pending appellate review.—Controversy arising from 
newspaper publisher’s challenge to constitutionality of Massachusetts trial 
court’s order excluding press and public from courtroom during testimony 
of minor victim at sex-offense trial is not rendered moot within meaning of 
Art. III by fact that exclusion order expired with completion of trial, re- 
sulting in acquittal, while controversy was pending before Massachusetts 
Supreme Judicial Court. Globe Newspaper Co. v. Superior Court, p. 596. 

2. Tender offers—Action challenging validity of Illinois statute—With- 
drawal of tender offer—Where District Court granted declaratory and 
injunctive relief in corporation tender offeror’s action challenging validity 
of Illinois statute which imposed restrictions as to tender offers, but cor- 
poration thereafter withdrew tender offer and decided not to make another 
o“fer, case is not moot since a state official indicated his intention to enforce 
statute against corporation, and thus a reversal of District Court’s judg- 
ment would expose corporation to civil and criminal liability for making an 
offer in violation of statute. Edgar v. MITE Corp., p. 624. 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. See Norris-La Guardia Act. 
NAVIGABLE WATERS. See Admiralty. 


NEEDY PERSONS. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; IV, 4; X; Standing 
to Sue. 


NEW JERSEY. See Jurisdiction, 1. 


NEWS MEDIA’S RIGHT TO ATTEND CRIMINAL TRIALS. See 
Constitutional Law, VII; Mootness, 1. 

NEW YORK. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; X; Standing to Sue. 

NORRIS-La GUARDIA ACT. 

Injunction—Longshoremen unions’ work stoppage—Political motiva- 
tion.—Act’s prohibition of injunctions against strikes arising from “labor 
dispute” applies to action by employers to enjoin, pending arbitration, 
longshoremen unions’ refusal to handle cargo from or destined for Soviet 
Union, notwithstanding work stoppage was politically motivated as a 
protest of Soviet Union’s intervention in Afghanistan; nor may strike be 
enjoined pending arbitration on asserted ground that underlying dispute— 
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unions’ protest against Soviet Union—was arbitrable under no-strike 
clause of collective-bargaining agreement. Jacksonville Bulk Terminals, 
Inc. v. Longshoremen, p. 702. 


NURSING HOMES. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; Standing to Sue. 
OCEANFRONT LAND. See Riparian Rights. 


ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF SUPREME COURT. See Proce- 
dure, 4. 


PHYSICIANS’ PRICE-FIXING AGREEMENTS. See Antitrust Acts, 
2. 


PLEASURE-BOAT COLLISIONS. See Admiralty. 

POLICE INTERROGATION. See Confessions. 

POLITICALLY MOTIVATED STRIKES. See Norris-La Guardia Act. 
POLITICAL PARTIES. See Constitutional Law, V. 


PRE-EMPTION OF STATE LAW BY FEDERAL LAW. See Consti- 
tutional Law, X. 


PRESIDENT AND PRESIDENTIAL AIDES. See also Jurisdiction, 3. 


1. Damages liability—Absolute immunity.—President is entitled to ab- 
solute immunity from damages liability predicated on his official acts, and 
thus respondent could not recover damages from petitioner for alleged 
illegal discharge of respondent from Government employment. Nixon v. 
Fitzgerald, p. 731. 


2. Damages liability—Qualified immunity.—Presidential aides—like ex- 
ecutive officials in general—are not entitled to absolute immunity from 
damages liability predicated on performance of their duties, but are gener- 
ally entitled only to qualified immunity; to establish entitlement to absolute 
immunity, a Presidential aide must show that responsibilities of his office 
embraced a function so sensitive as to require absolute immunity and that 
he was discharging protected function when performing act for which li- 
ability is asserted. Harlow v. Fitzgerald, p. 800. 


PRESS’ RIGHT TO ATTEND CRIMINAL TRIALS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, VII; Mootness, 1. 


PRESUMPTION OF PROSECUTORIAL VINDICTIVENESS. See 
Constitutional Law, III, 3. 


PRICE-FIXING AGREEMENTS AS TO MEDICAL CARE. See Anti- 
trust Acts, 2. 


PRIMARY ELECTIONS. See Constitutional Law, V. 
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PRIVATE SCHOOLS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3. 
PROCEDURE. 


1. Constitutionality of affirmative-action plan—Determination of pend- 
ent state-law claim.—In affirming Federal District Court’s judgment up- 
holding constitutionality of respondent School District’s affirmative-action 
plan, which required that general contractors, to be eligible for certain 
School District contracts, must use minority-owned businesses for at least 
25% of total bid, Court of Appeals abused its discretion in deciding federal 
constitutional claim instead of first resolving pendent state-law claim that 
plan violated California law. Schmidt v. Oakland Unified School Dist., 
p. 594. 


2. Mental patients’ constitutional rights—Federal Court of Appeals’ 
judgment—Remand for consideration of intervening state-court deci- 

sion.—In an action involving alleged violation of federal constitutional 
rights of involuntarily committed mental patients, institutionalized at a 
Massachusetts state hospital, by forcible administration of antipsychotic 
drugs, Federal Court of Appeals’ judgment—holding that patients had con- 
stitutionally protected interests and remanding to District Court for con- 
sideration of appropriate procedural mechanisms for determining when 
State’s interests might override patient’s interests—was vacated and case 
was remanded for consideration of whether case’s disposition was affected 
by Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court’s intervening decision as to 
rights under both Massachusetts law and Federal Constitution of a non- 
institutionalized incompetent mental patient as to involuntary treatment 
with antipsychotic drugs. Mills v. Rogers, p. 291. 


3. Racial quota plan for high schools—Consolidation of related cases.— 
In an action challenging constitutionality of respondent Board of Educa- 
tion’s racial quota plan for high schools—wherein Court of Appeals’ judg- 
ment upholding plan was vacated and this Court remanded for further 
consideration in light of a subsequent decree in a related case, and wherein, 
on remand from Court of Appeals, District Court held that challenge 
to plan was not rendered moot by such decree and Court of Appeals af- 
firmed—this Court held that although case was not moot and decree in 
related case did not undermine Court of Appeals’ original judgment, Court 
of Appeals’ second judgment should be vacated with direction to consoli- 
date matter with related case so that District Court could decide constitu- 
tional challenge to plan on basis of a complete factual record. Johnson v. 
Chicago Board of Education, p. 52. 


4. Supreme Court—Original jurisdiction—Dispute between States—Im- 
position of death taxes.—California’s motion for leave to file a bill of com- 
plaint seeking determination of whether decedent involved was domiciled 
in California or Texas at time of his death was granted, since bill stated 
a controversy between two States concerning which State could impuse 
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death taxes, and since precondition of nonavailability of another forum, 
necessary for this Court’s exercise of original jurisdiction, was met. Cali- 
fornia v. Texas, p. 164. 


PROMOTION PRACTICES OF EMPLOYERS. See Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, 1, 2. 


PROSECUTORIAL VINDICTIVENESS. See Constitutional Law, 
III, 3. 


PSYCHIATRISTS AND PSYCHOLOGISTS. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
PUBLIC CONTRACTS. See Procedure, 1. 


PUBLIC EDUCATION OF ILLEGAL ALIEN CHILDREN. See Con- 
stitutional Law, IV, 2. 


PUBLIC OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES. See Civil Rights Act of 
1964, 2; Constitutional Law, IV, 3; Jurisdiction, 3; President and 
Presidential Aides. 


PUBLIC’S RIGHT TO ATTEND CRIMINAL TRIALS. See Constitu- 
tional Law, VII; Mootness, 1. 


PUERTO RICO. See Constitutional Law, V. 


QUALIFIED IMMUNITY OF FEDERAL OFFICIALS FROM SUIT. 
See President and Presidential Aides, 2. 


RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2; Civil 
Rights Act of 1964, 1, 2; Procedure, 1, 3. 


RACIAL QUOTAS FOR SCHOOLS. See Procedure, 3. 
RELIGIOUS SCHOOLS. See Jurisdiction, 2, 4. 


REMAND FOR CONSIDERATION OF INTERVENING DECISION. 
See Procedure, 2. 


REMAND FOR CONSOLIDATION WITH RELATED CASE. See 
Procedure, 3. 


RESIDENCY REQUIREMENTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 
RESIDENTIAL ARRESTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


RESIGNATION FROM PUBLIC OFFICE. See Constitutional Law, 
IV, 3. 


RETRIAL AFTER REVERSAL OF CONVICTION. See Constitu- 
tional Law, II. 


RETROACTIVITY OF DECISIONS. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


RIGHT OF ACCESS TO CRIMINAL TRIALS. See Constitutional 
Law, VII; Mootness, 1. 


RIGHT OF ASSOCIATION. See Constitutional Law, V. 








1160 INDEX 


RIPARIAN RIGHTS. 

Oceanfront land—Accretion.—Under federal law, United States, not 
California, has title to oceanfront land created through accretion, resulting 
from jetty construction, to land owned by United States on California’s 
coast. California ex rel. State Lands Comm’n v. United States, p. 273. 


SCHOOL DISTRICT CONTRACTS. See Procedure, 1. 
SCHOOL DISTRICT ELECTIONS. See Voting Rights Act of 1965. 


SCHOOLS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3; Constitutional Law, IV, 2; 
VI; Procedure, 3. 


SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE. See 
Constitutional Law, X. 


SECURITIES REGULATION. See Constitutional Law, I; Moot- 
ness, 2. 


SEPARATION OF POWERS. See President and Presidential Aides. 


SEX DISCRIMINATION. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 2; Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, 3. 


SEX-OFFENSE TRIALS. See Constitutional Law, VII; Mootness, 1. 
SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; IV, 4; X; 
Standing to Sue. 
STANDING TO SUE. See also Antitrust Acts, 1. 

Medicaid benefits—Transfer of nursing-home patients—Due process 
rights.—In an action by respondent nursing-home Medicaid patients who 
alleged violation of due process rights when nursing home decided that 
they should be transferred to a lower level of care in another facility, re- 
sulting in administrative hearings and local and state officials’ decisions 
to discontinue Medicaid benefits unless respondents accepted transfer, 
respondents have standing to challenge procedural adequacy of facility- 
initiated discharges and transfers to lower levels of care, but do not have 
standing to seek adjudication as to procedures for transfers to higher levels 
of care. Blum v. Yaretsky, p. 991. 


STATE ACTION. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1, 3; Constitutional 
Law, III, 2. 


STATE-COURT DETERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY OF VOT- 
ING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965. See Voting Rights Act of 1965. 


STATE ESTATE TAXES. See Constitutional Law, IX; Procedure, 4. 
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STATE LEGISLATORS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3. 


STATE’S RIGHT TO OCEANFRONT ACCRETIONS. See Riparian 
Rights. 


STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION TAXES. See Jurisdic- 
tion, 2, 4. 


STRIKES. See Norris-La Guardia Act. 
SUBMERGED LANDS ACT. See Riparian Rights. 
SUPREMACY CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, X. 


SUPREME COURT. See also Jurisdiction, 3, 4; Procedure, 4; Voting 
Rights Act of 1965, 1. 


1. Assignment of Justice Stewart (retired) to the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Second Circuit, p. 1112. 


2. Appointment of Christopher W. Vasil as Deputy Clerk, p. 1101. 
TAKEOVER BIDS. See Constitutional Law, I; Mootness, 2. 


TAXES. See Constitutional Law, [X; Internal Revenue Code; Juris- 
diction, 2, 4. 


TAX INJUNCTION ACT. See Jurisdiction, 2. 

TEACHERS. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 3. 

TENDER OFFERS. See Constitutional Law, I; Mootness, 2. 
TEXAS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2, 3; [X; Procedure, 4. 
TRAINING OF MENTAL PATIENTS. See Constitutional Law, III. 1. 


TRANSFER OF NURSING-HOME MEDICAID PATIENTS. See Con- 
stitutional Law, III, 2; Standing to Sue. 


TRANSIT AUTHORITIES. See Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964. 


TREATIES. See Civil Rights Act of 1964, 3. 
TRUSTEES OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS. See Voting Rights Act of 1965. 


UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION TAXES. See Jurisdiction, 2, 
4. 


UNION OFFICERS. See Labor-Management Reporting and Disclo- 
sure Act of 1959. 


UNIONS. See Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure Act of 
1959; Norris-La Guardia Act; Urban Mass Transportation Act of 
1964. 


UNITED STATES’ RIGHT TO OCEANFRONT ACCRETIONS. See 
Riparian Rights. 
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UPLAND OWNER’S RIGHT TO ACCRETIONS. See Riparian 
Rights. 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1964. 

State or local government’s acquisition of transit company—Breach of 
agreement with union—Implied causes of action.—Section 13(c) of Act, 
which requires a state or local government to make arrangements to pre- 
serve transit workers’ existing collective-bargaining rights before such 
government may receive federal financial assistance for acquisition of a pri- 
vately owned transit company, does not provide implied federal private 
causes of action to a transit union for alleged breaches by city and its tran- 
sit authority of “§ 13(c) agreement” with union and of collective-bargaining 
agreement—Congress having intended that such agreements be governed 
by state law applied in state courts. Jackson Transit Authority v. Transit 
Union, p. 15. 


VACANCIES IN LEGISLATURES. See Constitutional Law, V. 
VESSEL COLLISIONS. See Admiralty. 
VIRGINIA. See Civil Rights Act of 1871, 1. 


VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965. 


1. Change in state voting law—F ederal preclearance requirements—Re- 
view of state-court decision.—In an action involving validity and enforce- 
ment of a state statute governing elections of school district trustees, 
wherein Mississippi Supreme Court, after first upholding statute against 
challenge on state constitutional grounds, held that lower court, on re- 
mand, had improperly conditioned election on compliance with federal pre- 
clearance requirements of § 5 of Voting Rights Act, decision did not rest on 
independent and adequate state grounds so as to bar this Court’s review of 
federal issue. Hathorn v. Lovorn, p. 255. 


2. Change in state voting law—Federal preclearance requirements— 
State court’s power.—In a state-court action by county voters seeking to 
require officials of Winston County, Miss., to enforce a 1964 state statute 
governing elections of school district trustees, Mississippi courts had 
power to decide whether federal preclearance requirements of § 5 of Voting 
Rights Act were applicable, and must withhold implementation of disputed 
change until parties demonstrated compliance with §5. Hathorn v. 
Lovorn, p. 255. 


WARRANTLESS ARRESTS. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 
WATERS. See Admiralty; Riparian Rights. 


WEIGHT OF EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL CASE. See Constitutional 
Law, II. 
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WELFARE BENEFITS. See Constitutional Law, III, 2; IV, 4; X; 
Standing to Sue. 

WINSTON COUNTY, MISS. See Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

WORDS AND PHRASES. 


1. “Enjoin, suspend or restrain.” Tax Injunction Act, 28 U.S. C. 
§1341. California v. Grace Brethren Church, p. 393. 

2. “Labor dispute.” §4, Norris-La Guardia Act, 29 U.S.C. § 104. 
Jacksonville Bulk Terminals, Inc. v. Longshoremen, p. 702. 

3. “Plain, speedy and efficient remedy.” Tax Injunction Act, 28 
U. S. C. $1341. California v. Grace Brethren Church, p. 393. 











